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1410 North Hilton Boise, Idaho 83706-1255 (208) 373-0502 

- .  - 
Dirk Kernpthome. Governor 

Toni Hardesty, Director 

November 8.2004 

Ms. Kathleen Wain, CERCLA Lead 
Environmental Restoration Program 
US.  Department of Energy 
Idaho Operations office 
1955 Fremont Avenue 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1216 

Re: Correction of previously signed Decision Statements for Track I s  

Dear Ms. Hain: 

During a October 27, 2004 conference call, DOE identified several Track 1 decision 
statements that were signed by both EPA and DEQ over the last several months that 
differ in the nomenclature used to define the recommended status of the sites. 
Specifically, EPA recommended No Action at several sites while DEQ recornmended 
No FurfherAction for these same sites. After further review of these documents, we 
have concluded that some of our previous recommendations were in error. This letter 
setves as official notice correcting these recommendations. 

To clarify, DEQ recommends No Action for sites with no contamination source present, 
or for sites with a contamination source that currently poses an acceptable risk for 
unrestricted use. A No FurfherAction recommendation is made for sites with a 
contamination source or potential source present, but for which an exposure route is not 
available under current conditions. Although no additional remedial action is required at 
this time, current institutional controls (such as fencing and administrative controls that 
prevent or limit excavation/drilling into contaminated areas) must be maintained. After a 
remedial decision is made for these sites, they should be included in a CERCLA review 
performed at least every five years to ensure that site conditions used to evaluate the 
site have not changed and to evaluate the effectiveness of the No FurfherAction 
Decision. If site conditions or current institutional controls change, additional sampling, 
monitoring, or action will be considered. 

On the basis of the above definitions, DEQ now recommends No Action under the 
FFNCO for the following sites: Site-1 0, -1 7, -1 8, 21, -27, -28, -31, -32, -34, -37, -38, -40, 
-41, -42, -43, -44, and -47. 
be secured and eventually closed and abandoned in accordance with Idaho Department 
of Water Resources regulations. 

However, note that Sites -1 8 and -38 are wells that must 



Ms. Kathleen Hain, Lead, CERCLA Program 
November 8,2004 
Page Two 

DEQ continues to recommend No FurfherAction for Site-39. Although no live munitions 
have been identified at the site, the possibility exists for live munitions to be present 
mixed with the inert munitions that have been identified. Therefore, the site may pose 
an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment, if it were currently released 
for unrestricted use. 

Please contact Margie English of my staff at (208) 373-0306 if you have questions 
about this letter. 

Daryl F. Koch 
FFNCO Manager 

DWjc 

cc: Nicholas Ceto, U.S. EPA Region I O ,  Richland, WA 
Dennis Faulk, US. EPA Region 10, Richland, WA 
Kathy Ivy, U.S. EPA Region 10, Seattle, WA 
Mark Shaw, DOE, Idaho Falls 
Margie English, DEQ, Boise, ID 
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DECISION DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE 
COVER SHEET 

Prepared in accordance with 

Site Description: Staining on East Butte Road 

Site ID: 017 Operable Unit: 10-08 

Waste Area Group: 10 

1. SUMMARY - Physical description of the site: 

Site 01 7 consists of stained soil areas on an unmarked dirt road on the INEEL border heading south to the 
East Butte approximately one-tenth of a mile off U. S. Highway 20. The road is stained with what appears to 
be an oil-like substance. Site 017 is located approximately 15 miles east of Central Facilities Area at the 
INEEL. The road is not currently open to general traffic; signs posted along the road state “Dangerous Road 
Ahead - Unauthorized Persons Are Trespassing.” 

This site was originally listed as part of an environmental baseline assessment in 1994 and identified as a 
potential new waste site in 1995. In accordance with Management Control Procedure-3448, Reporting or 
Disturbance of Suspected lnactive Waste Sites, a new site identification form was completed for this site. As 
part of the process, a field team wrote a site description, and collected photographs and global positioning 
system (GPS) coordinates for the site . The GPS coordinate system is listed 
as North American Datum 27, Idaho East Zone, State Plane Coordinates. The new site identification process 
also included a search and review of existing historical documentation. 

. 

The site investigation and photographs revealed that the dirt road was stained intermittently with an oil-like 
substance for a distance of approximately 60 ft. The stains appeared to be contained within the dirVgravel 
road surface. There was no visual evidence of contaminant migration. Vegetation appeared well established 
along the roadsides adjacent to the stains. No oil odor was detected upon inspection of Site 017; however, no 
field screening was conducted for radionuclides or other hazardous constituents. 

Interviews with INEEL personnel revealed that oils were once collected from various onsite sources, stored in 
a central collection area, and subsequently sprayed on INEEL roads as a means of disposal and dust 
suppression (a practice discontinued after the Toxic Substance Control Act came into affect in 1976). 
Because it was suspected that the East Butte Road had been sprayed, as a precautionary measure, two 
composite soil samples were collected on April 12, 1995 at Site 017 and analyzed for polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). A review of the data indicates that PCBs were not detected in either sample. The samples 
were not analyzed for organics, metals, radionuclides, or other hazardous constituents. A copy of the data is 
provided as backup in this Track 1 package. 

1 



Draft Draft 

#Pages: 16 

I DECISION RECOMMENDATION 

Date: August 1,2001 

I I .  SUMMARY - Qualitative Assessment of Risk: 

There is no evidence that a source of contamination exists at this site, nor is there empirical, circumstantial, or 
other evidence of contaminant migration.The reliability of information provided in this report is high. Field 
investigations and photographs revealed no visual evidence of hazardous substances that present a danger to 
human health or the environment. Therefore, the overall qualitative risk is low. 

The reliability of information provided in this report is high. Field investigations and subsequent sampling results 
revealed this site does not present a danger to human health or the environment for PCBs. Although the samples 
were not analyzed for organics, metals, radionuclides, or other hazardous constituents, the probability is very low 
that hazardous substances exist at this site. Therefore, the overall qualitative risk is low. 

Approved By: &7& 9-30-oy r Independent R e v i e w : s & R 1 L  - 2 jwf 
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Question 1. What are the waste generation processes, locations, and dates of operation associated with this 
site? 

Block I Answer: 

Site 017 consists of stained soil areas on an unmarked dirt road heading south to the East Butte approximately one- 
tenth of a mile off U. s. Highway 20. The road is stained with what appears to be an oil-like substance. Site 017 is 
located approximately 20 miles east of Central Facilities Area at the INEEL. The road is not currently open to general 
traffic and is posted to deter unauthorized persons from trespassing. 

Interviews with INEEL personnel revealed that oils were historically collected from various onsite sources, stored in a 
central collection area, and subsequently sprayed on INEEL roads as a means of disposal and dust suppression. This 
practice was discontinued after the Toxic Substance Control Act came into affect in 1976. It is suspected that the stains 
at Site 017 resulted from this practice. 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? L H i g h  ,Med -Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Interviews with INEEL Environmental Restoration Environment Safety and Health (ER ES&H) personnel revealed that it 
was common practice to dispose of oil and control road dust on unpaved roads at the INEEL in this manner and 
suggested that the staining originated from this. 

~ ~ ~ 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes ,No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Interviews were conducted with ER ES&H personnel during an environmental assessment in 1994; photographs of the 
site and site investigations confirm the existence of stains on the road. 

~ 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available information 11 
Anecdotal [XI 3 
Historical process data 11 
Current process data 11 
Photographs [XI 4 

Summary documents [XI 3 
Facility SOPS 11 
OTHER [ I  

Engineeringlsite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

Analytical data [I 

Disposal data 11 
Q.A. data 11 
Safety analysis report 11 
D&D report 11 
Initial assessment [XI 5 
Well data [I 
Construction data 11 

Documentation about data [ ] 
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Question 2. What are the disposal processes, locations, and dates of operation associated with this site? How 
was the waste disposed? 

Block I Answer: 

Interviews with INEEL personnel revealed that historically oils were collected from various onsite sources, stored in a 
central collection area, and subsequently sprayed on INEEL roads as a means of disposal and dust suppression. The 
typical practice was to spread the oil using a truck-mounted wand sprayer directly onto the road surface until it was well 
coated. This practice was discontinued after the Toxic Substance Control Act came into affect in 1976. It is suspected 
that the stains at Site 017 resulted from this practice. 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? X High - Med ,Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Interviews with INEEL ER ES&H personnel revealed that it was common practice to dispose of oil and control road dust 
on unpaved roads onsite in this manner. 

~ ~ 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? L Y e s  ,No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Interviews were conducted with INEEL ER ES&H personnel during a 1994 environmental assessment confirming this 
practice. 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available information 11 
Anecdotal [XI 3 
Historical process data [ I  
Current process data 11 
Photographs [XI 4 

Summary documents [XI 3 
Facility SOPS 11 
OTHER [I 

Engineeringlsite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

Analytical data 11 

Disposal data 11 
Q.A. data 11 
Safety analysis report 1 1  
D&D report 11 
Initial assessment [XI 5 
Well data 11 
Construction data 11 

Documentation about data [ ] 
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Question 3. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list the sources and describe the 
evidence. I 
Block I Answer: 

There is no evidence that a source exists at Site 017. Site investigations reported that the unmarked dirt road showed 
visual evidence of staining; however, the cause of staining was unknown. Because of the historical practice of spraying 
oil on the road surface, there was concern that PCBs from transformers might have been in the oil used to spray the 
East Butte Road. Two composite soil samples were collected at Site 017 on April 12, 1995. The sample logbook 
reported that samples were collected at regular intervals over an area approximately 25 ft long, approximately one-tenth 
mile from U. S. Highway 20. The Sampling and Analysis Plan required “the depth of sampling to be representative of the 
depth of the stain, but no deeper than one foot.” The sample logbook reported that samples were collected using a 
stainless steel trowel at approximately one-half in. depth. The sample logbook reported that the soil contained a few 
small gravel pebbles, the soil was dark brown in color, and no oil odor was detected. No record of field screening at the 
time of sampling was noted. 

I 

The soil samples were analyzed for PCBs on April 20, 1995. The data were validated at Method Validation Level B. 
Results of the analysis revealed non-detects for PCBs in both samples. The samples were not analyzed for organics, 
metals, radionuclides, or other hazardous constituents. It was determined that the potential risk was for PCB 
contamination, and that if other hazardous constituents were present, they would likely be at levels below risk-based 
I i m its. 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? XHigh ,Med ,Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Discussions were held with INEEL ER ES&H personnel familiar with past practices at the INEEL. Samples were 
representative of the depth of the stain and no oil odor was noted at time of sampling. Validated sampling and analysis 
results reported that PCBs were non detectable in the soil samples. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? X Yes ,No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Interviews were held with INEEL ER ES&H personnel, and data collection was noted in the sample logbook. Results 
were provided in the data analysis report confirming no detection of PCBs in the soil samples. 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available information [I 
Anecdotal [XI 3 
Historical process data [I 
Current process data [I 
Photographs tX1 4 

Summary documents [XI 3 
Facility SOPS 1 1  
OTHER [I 

Engineeringlsite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

Analytical data [XI 6 

Disposal data [I 
Q.A. data [I 
Safety analysis report [ I  
D&D report 1 1  
Initial assessment [XI 5 
Well data [ I  
Construction data [I 

Documentation about data [XI 6,7 
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Puestion 4. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? If so, what is it? 

Block 1 Answer: 

There is no evidence of migration. Site investigations reveal that the stains visually appear to be contained within the 
padway. There is no evidence of stained or discolored soil areas beyond the roadway. There is no visual evidence of 
disturbed vegetation adjacent to the roadway. Photographs of the road show green, well established vegetation directly 
adjacent to the stained areas along both sides of the road. 

____ ~~ 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? L H i g h  ,Med ,Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Visual site inspections and recent photographs of the road show that vegetation is well established along the road and 
there is no evidence of stains in the areas directly off the roadway. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? L Yes ,No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Site inspections revealed no visual evidence of migration. Photographs of the site taken in 1999 show well-established 
vegetation along both sides of the road in the stained areas. 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available information 1 1  
Anecdotal [I 
Historical process data 11 
Current process data 1 1  
Photographs [XI 4 

Summary documents 1 1  
Facility SOPS 1 1  
OTHER 1 1  

Engineeringlsite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

Analytical data [XI 6 
Documentation about data [XI 6 
Disposal data 1 1  
Q.A. data 11 
Safety analysis report 11 
D&D report 1 1  
Initial assessment 1 1  
Well data 1 1  
Construction data [I 

11 



Draft 

Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow estimation of the pattern of potential 
contamination? If the pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the expected minimum size of 
a significant hot spot? 

Block I Answer: 

Interviews with INEEL personnel revealed that oils were sprayed on INEEL roads from the back of a tanker truck. A 
wand-type series of nozzles spread the oil directly onto the road surface in a broad spray pattern until the road was well 
coated. Site investigations and photographs indicate that the road is stained intermittently for a distance of 
approximately 60 ft. The sample logbook reported that composite samples were collected to a depth of one-half in. at 
regular intervals over an area approximately 25 ft long. The largest stained area is estimated to be 15 ft wide by 25 ft in 
length. 

There is no expected pattern of contamination from PCBs because sampling revealed non-detects in the soil samples 
collected at this site. The pattern of potential contamination for organics, metals, radionuclides or other hazardous 
constituents cannot be estimated without further field screening or sampling, however, it is highly unlikely that these 
contaminants would be present at levels above risk-based limits. 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? -High LMed ,Low (check one) Explain the reasoning 
behind this evaluation. 

This estimate was derived from the information contained in the sample logbook and visual appearance of the stained 
areas observed during the site investigations. Photographs were also used to estimate the size of the stained area. 

Block 3 Has this information been confirmed? X Yes -No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Sample logbook, site investigation documentation and photographs of the site provide information for this estimate. The 
data analysis revealed no detection of PCBs in the soil samples collected at this site. 

~ 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] 

No available information 11 
Anecdotal 1 1  
Historical process data [I 
Current process data 11 
Photographs [XI 4 

Summary documents 11 
Facility SOPS FI 1 

Engineeringkite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

OTHER 

Analytical data [XI 6 

Disposal data 1 1  
Q.A. data 11 
Safety analysis report 11 
D&D report 1 1  
Initial assessment [XI 5 
Well data 1 1  
Construction data [I 

Documentation about data [XI 6 

12 
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. What is the known or estimated 
volume of the source? If this is an estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. I 
Block 1 Answer: 

Site investigations and photographs indicate that the road is stained intermittently for a distance of approximately 60 ft in 
length. The sample logbook reported that composite samples were collected to a depth of one-half in. at regular 
intervals over an area approximately 25 ft long. There does not appear to be a source at this site or contaminated 
region to estimate because sampling revealed no detection of PCBs in the soil samples collected at this site. The 
estimated volume of contamination for organics, metals, radionuclides or other hazardous constituents cannot be 
estimated without further field screening or sampling; however, it is highly unlikely that these contaminants would be 
present at levels above risk-based limits. 

I 

~~ ~ 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? ,High X M e d  ,Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Sample analysis for PCBs revealed there was no source of contamination present. The estimated volume of 
contamination for other constituents cannot be estimated without further field screening or sampling for organics, 
metals, radionuclides, or other hazardous substances. r 
Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes X No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Sample analysis confirmed there was no source of contamination present for PCBs. Other hazardous constituents 
cannot be confirmed with existing information. 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] I 
No available information [ I  
Anecdotal [ I  
Historical process data [ I  
Current process data [ I  
Photographs [XI 4 

Summary documents 11 
Facility SOPS [ I  
OTHER 1x1 1,798 

Engineeringlsite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

Analytical data [XI 6 

Disposal data [ I  
Q.A. data [ I  
Safety analysis report [ I  
D&D report [ I  
Initial assessment [ I  
Well data [ I  
Construction data [ I  

Documentation about data [XI 6 
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What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous substancelconstituent at this source? If the 
quantity is an estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

Block 1 Answer: 

The estimated quantity of hazardous substanceskonstituents at this site is near zero because analysis for PCBs 
revealed non-detects in the two composite soil samples collected. The estimated volume of contamination for organics, 
metals, radionuclides or other hazardous constituents cannot be estimated without further field screening or sampling; 
however, it is highly unlikely that these contaminants would be present at levels above risk-based limits. 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? ,High X, Med ,Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Sample analysis for PCBs revealed there was no source of contamination present. The estimated volume of 
contamination for other constituents cannot be estimated without further field screening or sampling. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? ,Yes X No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Sample analysis confirmed there was no source of contamination present for PCBs. Other hazardous constituents 
cannot be confirmed with existing information. I -  
Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] I 
No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Photographs 
Engineeringlsite drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical data [XI 6 

Disposal data [I 
Q.A. data 1 1  
Safety analysis report 1 1  
D&D report 1 1  
Initial assessment 1 1  
Well data 1 1  
Construction data 1 1  

Documentation about data [XI 6 

I 
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Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substancelconstituent is present at the source as it exists 
today? If so, describe the evidence. I 
Block 1 Answer: 

There is no evidence that a hazardous substance or constituent is present at levels that require action at this site. 
Although there is visible staining on the road, sampling analysis revealed that no PCBs are present at detectable levels. 
No field screening or sampling has been conducted at this site for organics, metals, radionuclides, or other hazardous 
constituents. However, given the length of time since the road may have been sprayed with oil, the chemical 
composition of the hydrocarbon substance could have undergone significant changes. Exposure to weathering 
processes such as evaporation, volatilization, photolytic loss, hydrolysis, biotransformation, and climate and 
temperature fluctuations could further reduce any likelihood that contaminants would be present today at levels above 
risk-based limits at this site. 

Block 2 How reliable are the information sources? ,High X Med -Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

This evaluation is based on sample analysis, historical process information, site visitations, and photographs of the road 
stains. Stains visually appear to be contained within the road surface; vegetation adjacent to the roadside appears to be 
healthy and well established. Sampling analysis revealed there was no detection of PCBs in the composite soil samples. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes ,No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

Laboratory analysis confirmed no detection of PCBs in the samples. Photographs and site visitations confirmed there 
was no visual evidence of migration from the road. 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) & source number from reference list] I 
No available information 11 
Anecdotal 11 
Historical process data 11 
Current process data 11 
Photog rap hs [XI 4 

Summary documents 11 
Facility SOPS [I 

Engineeringlsite drawings [ ] 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] 

OTHER [1,71 

Analytical data 
Documentation about data 
Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
D&D report 
Initial assessment 
Well data 
Construction data 
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EPA REGION III RISK-8XSED CONCENTUTION TABLE: 
' TECRNICAL B A C K G R O W  l3TORM.4TION 

originally developed by ROY L. Smith, Ph.D., Toxicologist 
revised 4 1  2/99 by Jennifer Hubbxd, Toxicologist 

Development of Risk-Based Concentrations 

General 

Separate carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic riskbased concentrations were calculated for each 
compound for each pathway. The concentration in the table is the lower of the two, rounded to 
two significant figures. The following terms and values were used in the calculations: 

General: 
. Carcinogenic potency slope on] (risk per m@g/d): 
Carcinogenic potency slope inhaled {risk per m:ik$): 
Reference dose oral (rnfl;gld): 
Reference dose inhaled (rnzg'kgld): 
Target cancer risk: 
Target h m d  quotient: 
Body weight, adult (lcg): 

Body weight, age 1-6 Rg): 
Averaging time cxcinogens (d): 
Averaging time non-carcinogens (d): 
Inhalation, adult fmjld): 
Inhalation, child (mjld): 
Inhalation factor, age-adjusted (m3-ykg-d): 
Tap water ingestion, adult (Yd): 
Tap water ingestion, age 1-6 (Ud): 
Tap water ingestion fmor,  age-adjusted (L-ykg-d): 
Fish ingestion (g/d]: 
Soil ingestion, adult (mgid): 
soi l  ingestion, age 1-6 (rnoJd): 

Soil ingestion factor, age adjusted (nig-ykg-d): 

Exposure frequency (dy): 
Exposure duration, total (y): 
Exposare duration, age 1-6 ( y ) :  

'Jo!a.tilizntion factor (L/m3): 

' 

Residentin!: 

Occiipcilioncl: 
Expcstlre frequency (dij): 

Exposure duration (y): 

FracIinn of cnntamjnared soil incwrd (unirless) 

* 
* 
* 
4 

1 e-06 
I 

70 
15 

25550 
ED*% 

20 
12 

11.66 
2 
I 

1 .Q9 
54 

100 
200 ' 

114.2s 

3 50 
30 
6 
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250 
25 

0 5  

CPSO 
CPSi 
RfDo 
RfDi 
TR 

THQ 
BWa 
B Wc 
ATc 
ATn 
IRXa 
J R A C  
LFA3dj 
IRWa 
IRWc 
lnVadj 
1RF 
1RS3 
IRSC 
ES a dj 

EFr 
EDtot 
EDc 
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EFo 
EDo 
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435.36 
04/14/99 
Rev. 03 

11. Perscn initiating Report: Jacob Harris 

NEW SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Phone: 526-1 877 

1 Contractor WAG Manager: Douglas Burns 1 Phone: 526-4324 

2. 

3. 

Site Title: 017, Staining on East Butte Road 

Describe the conditions that indicate a possible inactive or unreported waste site. Include location and description of suspicious 
condition, amount or extent of condition and date observed. A location map andor diagram identifying the site against controlled 
survey points or global positioning system descriptors shall be included to help with the site visit. Include any known common 
names or location descriptors for the waste site. 

There is soil discoloration on an unmarked dirt road heading south to East Butte from Highway 20, During the August 1999 site 
visit, severat stains were observed on the road to a depth >2 inches, however there was no oil odor detected. The GPS 
coordinates for this site are . The reference number for this site is 017 and can be found on the 
summary map as provided. 

I 

I 

Part B -To B e  Completed By Contractor WAG Manager 

4. Recommendation: 

This site meets the requirements for an inactive waste site, requires investigation, and should be included in the INEEL 
FFNCO Action Plan. Proposed Operable Unit assignment is recommended to be included in tne FFNCO. 
WAG: Operable Unit: 

0 This site DOES NOT meet the requirements for an inactive waste site, DOES NOT require investigation and SHOULD NOT be 
included in the INEEL FFNCO Action Plan. 

5. Bask for the recommendation: 

The conditions that exist at this site indicate the potential for an inactive waste site according to Section 2 of MCP-3448 Reporting 
or Disturbance of Suspected Inactive Waste Sites. 

Tne basis for recommendation must include: (1) source description; (2) exposure pathways; (3) potential contaminants ai 
concern; and (4) descriptions of interfaces with other programs, as applicable (e& DSD, Facility Operations, etc.) 1 

~ ~~ 

6 .  1 be!ieve the information to be true, accurate, and complete. My recommendation is indicated in Section 4 above. 

1 Name: Signature: Date: 

Ccntractor WAG Manager Certification: I have examined the proposed site and the information submitted in this document acd 



Date: hhy 22, 1955 

To: 

From: R. S. Rice, MS 

On April 3 ad April 12, 1995, SOU samples w:t culltcrtd from dlr! roads ntar the Ejst 
Eutte, Fire Station 12, Naval Rurctor Facility, ar?d Security Training Facilirj, Tit suop2es 
were colIecred and U y w d  according to tfic Abbreviatcd Sanplc and M y s i s  Plan for 
Sampling of INX Roads for PCEjs; E;cIS-114-94. Tht SLQPICS v e x  SCZL to AT1 under id1 
chain of custody. 

A review oi the &?a i d i c a s  that then arc  pa PCEs pruent o i ~  tbe madways. 

Atuchnienrs 

cc: +&lo Atuch) 

(wid] Armh) 
R. 5. Rc: File 

&, . V. Strect, M S  4110 



AROCLORS 
Method 8080 

'Anal y le % Rccavcry ?4 Rec Limits 1 - 

Lab Name: Analytical Technologies lnc, 
Client W m e :  Lockhced ldalio Tech. Company 
Client Project ID: EMS1 14-94 
Lob Sample ID: 95-04-095-01 

2.4.5.6-Tc~raclrloro-ni~~~lcnc 100 

Sample Matrix: Soil 
Cleanup: Sulhric Acid 

43 - 124 

Results arc reported on 8 wet weigh1 basis. 

Sample ID - 
I t1494011PC I 
Datc Collected: 04/12/95 
Date Bxrracted; 04/18/95 
Date Analyzed: 04J20/95 

Saniplc Weight: 30.0 g 
Find Volume: 10 mL 

SURROGATE RECOVERY 



AROCLORS 
Melliod 8080 

r 
L- Aiialyte %Rccavery I % Rec Limits 

2,4,5.6-Tc!rach1sm-m-x~ lcric I01 I 43-124 ~ . 

Lab Name: Analytical Technologies Inc. 
Client Name: Lackhced Idaho Tech. Company 
Client Projcct ID: EMS-I 14-94 
Lab sample D: 95-04-095-02 

Sample Matrix: Soil 
Cleanup: Sulfuric Acid 

Results are reported on a wct weigh1 basis. 

Sainple ID 
r-----l 

11434012PC 1 
Dale Collected; 04/12/95 
Date Extracted: 04/18/95 
Dale Analyzed: 04/20/95 

Sample Weight: 30.0 g 
Final Volume: IO mL 

I I I Detection 

IAroclor 1260 i ND 1 33 

SURROGATE RECOVERY 

-- 

ND = Not Dctccicd 



T i c  final two digits sperifically ic!edfy the analysas r+questtd using &,e ccdes 
provided by the Statistics, Reliability and Analysis Unit. See the utamph l73 fallowing: 

Center Road 

Example smplt  number: 1149401 IPC 

This sample ID would indicate the sample number assigned to the mS-I 14-94 project. 
The code would indicate that the sample is for merhad "8080" PCBs analysis. The exact 
sample location will be noted Lri the sample log. The follawing samples am cum& plumed 
for this project: 

Description Sample IDS Sample! Analyses 

STF Road PCBs / 
IDupiicate) 

2.16 Decantamination Procedures 

To prevent cross-tontaminatioa, all rtusabIc sampljne equipment that comes in contact 
with the waste will be dtaned as follows: 

1. 
2. Nnse with deionized water 
3 .  Air dry all equipment 
4. 

Spray equipment with a nonphosphatc dctcrgentlDI water solution 

Wrap cleaned equipmeet in aluminum foil 



HISCELLINEOUS SMPLE 1OGBDOK 

iarratlve descrtptjon-of the sampling w a n t  Including any daviatlons from the sampl Ing 

/ 

. -  
47 
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. .  . . . . . .  . * 1 . .  ..: . " . .  . , . , .  . . .  

NORTi' 



R z a c g s t  (dsscr ibe)  : Take r eo resen ta t ive  f i e l d  screen/samcles f r o m  s t a i n s  o n  the 

f o l l o w i n s  f o u r  d i r t  roads: 1) Between US RTE 20 and the East B u t t e ;  2 )  6etween 

P o r t l a n d  alid STF; 3 )  Between Lincoln and NRF ( N o r t h  o f  t u r n o f f ) ;  and 4) Fire 

T r a i n i n ?  Center Road. - 

El4 recommended 

- 

No 



Date : December 20, 1994 

To : R .  S .  Rice, MS 4110 

From : C .  0. Doucette, MS 395 

S u b j e c t :  COMMENTS ON ABGREVIATED SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS  PLAN FOR SAMPLING OF 
I N E L  ROADS FOR PCBS {EMS-114-94) - COD-06-94 

P l e a s e  make t h e  following changes t o  the subjec t  document. 
e i t h e r  forward the  s ignature  page f o r  my s igna ture  Or r e c e i v e  my approval p e r  
t e l e c o n .  

Then you can 

Thank you f o r  your e f f o r t s .  

1. In order  t o  ident i fy  the documented source o f  t h e  concern,  p l e a s e  
r e p l a c e  Section 2 . 1  w i t h  the  follcwing: 

/ 
"During the  conduct of the  Environmental Baseline Survey s t a i n e d  s o i l  J 
was noted on several  s i t e  roads. 
S i t e  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  Forns. The roadways are  being sampled t o  determine 
i f  any PCBs are present as interviews with s i t e  personnel i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
P C B  contaminated o i l  may have been used on roadways as  a dus t  i n h i b i t o r .  
Samples wi l l  be col lected in response t o  C .  Douceite 's  r e q u e s t .  II 

Th?  s t a i n i n g  was documented on New 

2 .  In Sect ion 2.4, please rev ise  the  sentence t o  read as  fol lows:  

"Data ,  acquired in accordance w i t h  the  requirements s p e c i f i e d  i n  S e c t i o n  
3 . 1  , will be used t o  determine i f  t h 2  roadways a r e  s t a i n e d  w i t h  P C B s . "  

3 .  i n  Sect ion 2.8, please ;dd t h z  following sentence a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  1 s t  
parzgraph:  

"The depth of the  sampling will be representa t ive  o f  t h e  depth o f  t h e  
s t a i n ,  b u t  n o  deeper t h a n  one f o o t . "  J 

4 .  I n  Sec t ion  2.8, please a d d  ths  following sentence a t  t h e  end of t h e  2nd 
paragraph: 

" W a s t e  disposal i s  discussed in Section 6 . "  

5. I n  Sect ion 2 . 9 ,  t h ?  description for Sample I D  11294032PC should be "PIRF 
Road (Duplicate)  . I '  

6 .  No background sainpl es  wi 1 1  be requirsd. 

7 .  I n  SsctiGn 4 . 2 :  change "Cal Doucettc" t o  "Susan Gurns . "  
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ATSDR - Public Health Statement: I T B s  (1989) Page 1 01'4 

Agency €or Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

Public Health Statement 

PCBs 
ATSDR Public Health Statement, Jrine 1959 

What are PCBs? 
The abbreviation PCB refers to polychlorinated biphenyls. PCBs are a family of man-made 
chemicals that contain 209 individual compounds with varying toxicity. Commercial formulations of 
PCBs enter the environment as mixtures consisting of a variety of PCBs and impurities. Because of 
the complex nature associated with evaluating the health effects of PCBs, this document will address 
only seven sekcted classes of PCBs, which include 35% of all of the different PCBs and 98% of 
PCBs sold in the United States since 1970. Some commercial PCB mixtures are known in the United 
States by their industrial trade name, Aroclor. Because of their insulating and nonflammable 
properties, PCBs have been used widely as coolants and lubricants in transformers, capacitors, and 
other electrical equipment. The manufacture of PCBs stopped in the United States in October 1977 
because of evidence that PCBs accumulate in the environment and may cause health hazards for 
humans . 

How might I be exposed to PCBs? 
Although PCBs are no longer manufactured, human exposure still occurs. Many older transformers 
and capacitors still contain fluids that contain PCBs. The useful lifetime of many of these 
transformers can be 30 years or more. 

The two main sources of human exposure to PCBs are environmental and occupational. PCBs are 
very persistent chemicals that are widely distributed throughout the entire environment. PCBs have 
been found in at least 216 of 1177 hazardous waste sites on the National Priorities List (NPL). 
Background levels of ITBs  can he found in the outdoor air, on soil surfaces, and in water. Eating 
contaminated fish can be a major source of PCB exposure to humans. These PCBs originate in 
contaminated water, sediment. PCB-laden particulates, and in fish that have eaten PCB-contaminated 
prey. Although PCBs found in fish are generally concentrated in nonedible portions, the amounts in 
edible portions are high enou2h to make consumption a major ~Oiirce of exposure for humans. 
Compared with the intake of PCBs throuph eating contaminated tish. exposure through breathing 
outdoor air containing PCBs is small. Most of the PCBs in outdoor air may be present because of an 
t'nvironmclntal cycling process. PCBs in water. or on soil surfaces, evapumte and are then returned to 

tit tp : //w w u' . a ts d r .cdc ~ g o v/To xPro t i  IC s/p lis 8 8 2 1 . h t m 1 1/19/200 I 



ATSDR - Public Health Statement: PCBs (l%g> Page 2 o f 4  

earth by rainfall or settling of dust particles. Reevaporation repeats the cycle. Once in the air, PCBs 
can be carried long distances; they have been found in snow and seawater in the Antarctic. In 
addition, contaminated indoor air may be a major source of human exposure to PCEs, particularly in 
buildings that contain PCB-containing devices. 

PCBs can be released into the environment from: 

0 poorly maintained toxic waste sites that contain PCBs, 

0 illegal or improper dumping of PCB wastes, such as transformer fluids, 

leaks or fugitive emissions from electrical transformers containing PCBs, and 

disposal of PCB-containing consumer products into municipal landfills rather than into 
landfills designed to hold hazardous wastes. 

Consumer products that may contain PCBs are: 

old fluorescent lighting fixtures and 

electrical devices or appliances containing PCB capacitors made before PCB use was stopped. 
’ 

Occupational exposure to PCBs can occur during: 

repair or maintenance of PCB transformers, 

0 accidents or spills involving PCB transformers, 

0 disposal of PCB materials, and 

contact at hazardous waste sites. 

How do PCBs get into my body? 

PCBs enter the body through contaminated food and air and through skin contact. The most common 
route of exposure is by eating fish and shellfish from PCB-contaminated water. Exposure from 
drinking water is minimal. It is known that nearly everyone has PCBs in their bodies, including 
infants who drink breast milk containing PCBs. 

How do PCBs affect my health? 

Although PCBs have not been maniifactured in the United States since October 1977, their 
diminishing but continued presence in certain commercial applications and trade have resulted in 
low-level exposure to the general population. Prior to 1977, certain occupational settings had. and 
may still have, higher Ievels of human exposure. Animal experiments have shown that some PCB 
mixtures produce adverse health effects that include liver damage. skin irritations. reproductive and 
deveIopmenta1 effects, and cancer. Therefore. i t  is prudent to consider that there may be health 
hazards for humans. 
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The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services has determined that PCBs may reasonably be 
anticipated to be carcinogens. Human studies to date show that imtations, such as acnelike lesions 
and rashes, can occur in PCB-exposed workers. Other studies of people with occupational exposure 
suggest that PCBs might cause liver cancer. Reproductive and developmental effects may also be 
related to occupational exposure and eating of contaminated fish. While the role of PCBs in 
producing cancer, reproductive, and developmental effects in humans cannot be clearly delineated, 
the suggestive evidence provides an additional. basis for public health concern about humans who 
may be exposed to PCBs. The complexity of relating the specific mixtures for which data are 
available to exposures in the general population has resulted in a tendency to regard all PCBs as 
having a similar health hazard potential, although this assumption may not be true. 

Is there a medical. test to determine if I have been exposed to 
PCBs? 
There are tests to determine PCBs in the blood, body fat, and breast milk. These tests are not routine 
clinical tests, but they can detect PCBs in members of the general population as well as in workers 
with occupational exposure to PCBs. Although these tests indicate jf one has been exposed to PCBs, 
they do not predict potential health effects. Blood tests are the easiest, safest, and, perhaps, the best 
method for detecting recent large exposures. It should be recognized that nearly everyone has been 
exposed to PCBs because they are found throughout the environment and that nearly all persons are 
likely to have detectable levels of PCBs in their blood, fat, and breast milk. 

What levels of exposure have resulted in harmful health 
e €€e c t s ? 

Figures 1.1. 1.2, and 1.3 on the following pages show the relationship between exposure to PCBs and 
known health effects. Other PCBs may have different toxic properties. In the i k t  set of graphs, 
labeled "Health effects from breathins PCBs," exposure is measured in milligrams of PCBs per cubic 
meter of air (mgh3) .  In the second and third sets of graphs, the same relationship is represented for 
the known "Health effects from ingesting PCBs" and "Health effects from skin contact with PCBs." 
Exposures are measured in milligrams of PCBs per kilogram of body weight per day (mEkglday). It 
should be noted that health effects observed by one route of exposure may be relevant to other routes 
of exposure. 

In all graphs, effects in animals are shown on the left side, effects in humans on the right. The first 
column on the graphs. labeled short-term, refers to known health effects from exposure to PCBs for 
2 weeks or less. The columns labeled Ions-term refer to PCB exposures of longer than 2 weeks. The 
levels marked on the graphs as anticipated to be associated with minimal risk of developing health 
effects are based on information generated from animal studies; therefore, some uncertainty still 
exists. Based on evidence that PCBs cause cancer in animals, the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) considers PCBs to be probable cancer-causing chemicals in humans and has estimated that 
ingestion of 1 microgram of PCB per kilogram per day for a lifetime would result in 77 additional 
cases of cancer in a population of 10.000 people or equivalently, 77.000 additional cases of cancer in 
a population of 10.000.000 people. These risk values are plausible upper-limit estimates. Actual risk 
levels are unlikely to be higher and may be lower. 

h t tp : // w w w . at s d r . cdc g ov/To x Pro fi 1 es/ p h s 8 8 2 1 . h t m 1 
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What recommendations has the federal government made to 
protect human health? 

For exposure via drinking water, EPA advises that the following concentrations of PCB 1016 are 
levels at which adverse health effects would not be expected: 0.0035 milligrams PCB 1016 per liter 
of water for adults and 0.001 milligrams FCB 1016 per liter of water for children. 

EPA has also developed guidelines for the concentrations of PCBs in ambient water (e& lakes and 
rivers) and in drinking water that are associated with a risk of developing cancer. The guideline for 
ambient water is a range, 0.0079 to 0.79 nanograms of PCBs per liter of water, which reflects the 
increased risk of one person developi cancer in populations of 10,000,000 to 100,000 people. The 
guideline for drinking water is a rang .005 to 0.5 micrograms of PCBs per liter ofwate3which 
also reflects the risk of one person developing cancer in populations of 10,000,000 to 100,000 
people. 

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) specifies PCB concentration limits of 0.2 to 3 parts per 
million (milligrams PCB per kilogram of food) in infant foods, eggs, milk (in milk fat}, and poultry 
(fat). 

The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommends an occupational 
exposure limit for all PCBs of 0,001 milligram of PCBs per cubic meter of air (rngm3) for a 10-hour 
workday, 40-hour workweek. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
permissible occupational exposure limits are 0.5 and 1.0 m g m 3  for specific PCBs for an 8-hour 
workday. 

Where can I get more information? 

If you have more questions or concerns, please contact your state health or environmental department 
or: 

Agency f o r  Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
Division of Toxicology 
1600 Clifton Road, E-29 
Atlanta, Georgia 3 0 3 3 3  

http:liwww.atsdr.cdc .Eov/ToxPro~ilrs/phsSS2 1 .html 1/19/2001 


